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Introduction

From the date of its publication by the International Labour Office in 1990 and until 1994, the authors assisted National Statistical Institutes (NSIs) across the European Union with implementation of the 1988 International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO88).  A variant of the international standard, known as ISCO88 (COM) (Elias and Birch, 1994), was developed and subsequently promoted by Eurostat as the de facto European standard for exchange of occupational information between member states and for the submission of occupational statistics to Eurostat
.

With the enlargement of the EU, steps were also taken to ensure that the (then) applicant countries would be in a position to generate and supply Eurostat with comparable occupational data.  To this end, a series of workshops for the countries of Central and East Europe, known as Technical Assistance – Classification of Occupations (TACO) were held across East, Central and Western Europe between 1994 and 2002.  
While the success of these activities, in terms of a uniform interpretation of occupational definition and the comparability of occupational statistics between member states, has been difficult to determine, the result is that the 30 European countries participating in these harmonisation programmes now represent the single largest group of countries which make use of ISCO88 for detailed and regular statistical reporting purposes.

Updating ISCO88
Following the decision of the International Labour office (ILO) 17th Conference of Labour Statisticians to update the international standard by 2008, pressure has been growing within Eurostat and European NSIs to provide the International Labour Office with a coordinated response regarding the updating of ISCO.  Coincidentally, Eurostat and the European Commission decided to fund work to develop a harmonised socio-economic classification, to be operationalised via national occupational classifications or ISCO88 (COM).  This work, undertaken by a team of sociologists, epidemiologists and statisticians (including the authors) and currently moving towards completion, has revitalised interest not just in the comparability of occupational information provided by NSIs to Eurostat but, more importantly in the extent to which NSIs have been able to implement ISCO88 in line with its conceptual foundations.  Accordingly, and with limited resources at its disposal, Eurostat requested that the authors consider directing part of their efforts to create a harmonised European Socio-economic Classification (ESeC) towards assistance with coordination of the Eurostat responses to the ILO regarding the update of ISCO88.  This request was both logical and efficient, in that a harmonised ESeC would, for many member states, have as its foundation statistical information classified by ISCO88 (COM).  Many of the problems of harmonising an ESeC between member states related to difficulties they had experienced in operationalising ISCO88 (COM) or ISCO88 as their national occupational classification, or in mapping from their national classification to ISCO88 (COM) where their national classification was not based upon the international standard.

An underlying objective for these meetings was to determine whether the countries of the EU should continue to support a variant of the international standard (ISCO08 (COM)) or seek to implement in full the updated version of the International Standard Classification of Occupations.

The regional meetings

To inform the Eurostat response to the ILO, four regional meetings were organised to facilitate discussion about ISCO88, particularly regarding national implementation of this standard and the comparability of occupational statistics between member states.  Information so obtained would generate proposals for updating ISCO88 based upon national experiences.  The decision to hold four meetings reflected not just the regional and structural differences in European labour markets, but also the need for detailed country-by-country discussions which would facilitate a cross-national perspective.  The location of these meetings and the statistical institutions represented at each meeting are shown in Table 1.

Table 1:
Locations and dates of regional meetings and national statistical institutes and other bodies represented at each meeting

	National Institutions participating in the meeting at:

	Statistics Norway, Oslo, 7 June 2005
	INE, Lisbon, 15 September 2005
	NSSG Piraeus, 23 September 2005
	HCSO, Budapest, 9 December 2005

	Statistics Denmark
	Institut National de Statistique (INS) Belgium
	Statistical Service of Cyprus
	National Statistical Institute Bulgaria

	Statistical Office of Estonia
	Institut National de la Statistique et des Etudes Economiques – INSEE France
	Statistisches Bundesamt Germany
	Czech Statistical office

	Statistics Finland
	Istituto Nazionale di Statistica – ISTAT Italy
	National Statistical Service of Greece
	Hungarian Central Statistical Office

	Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia
	Instituto Nacional de Estatistica – INE Portugal
	Bundesamt für Statistik Switzerland
	Central Statistics Office Ireland

	Statistics Lithuania
	Instituto Nacional de Estadistica – INE  Spain
	
	Statistics Netherlands

	Statistics Norway
	
	
	National Statistical Institute Romania

	Aetat – The Norwegian Public Employment Service
	
	
	Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic

	Norwegian Directorate for Immigration
	
	
	Trexima Bratislava/Zlin (Czech and Slovak Republics)

	Statistics Sweden
	
	
	Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia


Each meeting lasted one day.  Detailed minutes were prepared following each meeting and agreed with all participants
.  The structure of each meeting was the same, in that participants were requested to reflect upon a number of known problem areas of occupational definitions with ISCO88 and ISCO88 (COM) and to suggest how these problems might be improved via redefinition in the 2008 update (henceforth referred to as ISCO08)
.  
While this approach may appear partial, the nature of this task required some focussing of efforts if the views and experiences of the national statistical institutes and other relevant national institutions were to be distilled into a set of recommendations which could be endorsed by Eurostat.

The problem areas
Despite significant differences in the structure and organisation of their labour markets and with minimal assistance from Eurostat to help coordinate their efforts to interpret ISCO88 (COM), we are impressed by the efforts that most national statistical institutes have made to implement the international classification as the European standard.  Nonetheless, significant problems of comparability remain, many of which relate to the nature of employment relations and are fundamental to the construction of a socio-economic classification.  In this section we attempt not simply to summarise these fundings from the regional meetings but to synthesise the problems, pointing towards improvements that can be made in developing the revised international standard, ISCO08.

Table 2 presents a summary of issues and problem areas that National Statistical Institutes have encountered in their national implementation of ISCO88 or ISCO88 (COM), together with the suggestions they have made for change.  It must be stressed that these problems and suggestions have been made in response to a request that NSIs should focus specifically upon the following areas in the regional meetings:

(a) the definition of ‘managers’;

(b) how supervisors are treated;

(c) nurses and teachers;

(d) the definition of technicians.

Participants were requested to pay particular attention to points (a) and (b) above.

Table 2:
Summary of specific comments from NSIs and Eurostat regarding the update of ISCO88
	Updating ISCO : Problems and suggestions for revision

(Problems are in normal type, suggestions for ISCO 08 in italics)



	BULGARIA


	· Additional information needed beyond job title for jobs in many areas (e.g. professional vs. associate professional; own account workers who consider themselves to be managers).

· Wish to have supervisors separately identified.

· Explanatory notes for ISCO recommended especially for occupations resulting from technological advances.

· Better guidance rules for using ISCO are needed.

· Guidance on how to develop national indexes of job titles is needed.

	CZECH REPUBLIC
	· Problem of classifying own-account workers/sole traders and those managing very large organisations (1000+ employees), and difficult to distinguish between corporate/general managers.

· Wish to have supervisors separately identified but recognise problems of ambiguous job titles.

· Definition of associate professional/technician occupations is inadequate, and difficult to assign some occupations between major groups 2 and 3.

· Suggestion to create sub-major group 14 for sole traders/own account workers, sub-divide sub-major group 12 to identify managers of very large organisations (1000+).

· Better definitions to be provided in ISCO re tasks and duties of supervisors.

· More sub-division in major group 3 and better definitions to help distinguish occupations between major groups 2 and 3.

	HUNGARY
	· Need to identify supervisors and a question is asked in LFS regarding supervisory responsibilities – but recognised this may not help coding correctly.

· Nurses are assigned to major group 2 or 3 according to skill level in terms of tasks: i.e. working at the bedside vs. assisting the physician.

· ISCO should address the issue of the growing sector of teachers/trainers outside the education system (e.g. vocational trainers).

· Supervisors to be separately identified and definition to be provided in ISCO to distinguish between those with some supervisory responsibility vs. those for whom supervision is the principal task.

	NETHERLANDS
	· Heterogeneity within various groups is problematic, and different skill levels are evident in the major and minor groups of ISCO.

· New occupations do not fit minor groups of ISCO.

· Major group 6 (Agriculture) has insufficient detail for national purposes in Netherlands.

	ROMANIA
	· Follows rules of ISCO88 to four digit level, two additional digits for national purposes.


	SLOVAK REPUBLIC
	· Wish to have supervisors separately identified.

· Better explanatory notes are required in ISCO for managerial occupations.

	SLOVENIA
	· Managers identified by reference to principal tasks, but this is problematic if the only information available is job title.

· Wish to have supervisors separately identified for some sectors but retained in the same area of the classification as those they supervise.
· Increasing complexity of jobs in nursing and higher educational requirement (university level).

· Problems of ambiguity of job titles, in particular with reference to the use of foreign terminology.

· Better definition needed in major groups 2 and 3 regarding technical jobs.

	SWITZERLAND
	· Problem of ambiguous job titles – e.g. ‘team manager’, ‘foreman’, ‘shift foreman’.

· General problem of how to code if the only information available is a job title.

· Supervisors should be coded with those they supervise, with an additional variable if need to identify them separately.

· New IT-related occupations need to be defined.

	GERMANY
	· Need to identify categories of supervisors.

· Problem in ISCO of assigning nurses to major group 2 or 3 according to level of education required – does not adhere to the ISCO rule of the skills associated with the tasks and duties.  Similar problem with teachers (see unit groups 2332 and 3320).

· Problems of ambiguous job titles where no other information is available.

· For high level supervisors/first line managers in particular sectors, suggest a new sub-major group 14.

· Guidance is needed in ISCO in respect of ambiguous job titles – either explanatory notes to be given or separate categories in the classification structure to be assigned.

	GREECE
	· General problem of distinguishing managers from supervisors.

· Issue of misleading job titles (using ‘manager’ or ‘supervisor’ inappropriately – e.g. ‘playground supervisor’).

· Emphasis on importance for ISCO of highlighting new occupational areas.

	CYPRUS
	· Need for supervisors to be separately identified in some sectors – particular problem of coding production supervisors and general foremen.

· National requirement for apprentices to be separately identified.

· Issue of working proprietors is a particularly important one.

· Requirement for new occupations especially in civil service and IT to be identified in ISCO.

· Working proprietors in wholesale, retail and hotel and restaurant sectors should have a separate category assigned.


	PORTUGAL
	· Significant problem with major group 6 of ISCO in terms of national classification requirements.  

· Recommendation for more detailed breakdown of major group 6, especially minor group 615, and for some re-structuring at the minor group level.

	SPAIN
	· Boundary between corporate/general managers is problematic.

· Wish to identify supervisors separately.

· Wish to retain identification of public service administrative professionals (ISCO88(COM) 2470).

· Issue of outsourcing makes the focus on size of establishment less relevant in terms of the definition of managers.

· Problem with the tendency to use qualification name as a proxy for job title.

· National classification has sub-major groups in major groups 7 and 8 for Construction Foremen and Plan Team Leader, respectively.

	ITALY
	· No requirement to identify supervisors separately.

· Problems encountered in distinguishing between managers, professionals, and technical occupations (major groups 1, 2 and 3)

	BELGIUM
	· Technicians poorly defined in ISCO and job content is very wide-ranging.

· Linguistic differences highlight issues such as job title inflation, use of job title where there is no equivalence re another language.

· ISCO has no code assignment for Planner (logistics or production).

· ISCO to provide more guidance on implementing the classification, practical guidance for coding and for interpreting the definitions.

	FRANCE
	· Distinction between managers and professionals not relevant for PCS.

· Shop owners etc not treated as managers.

· Cannot identify corporate managers by ref to size of establishment.

· Some French job titles are equivalent to supervisor and are distinguishable from manager.

· Nurses are assigned to major group 3, other health auxiliaries to major group 5.

· Technicians can readily be identified by their title and are distinguishable from professionals.

	EUROSTAT
	· Need to recognise convergence of telecommunications and IT technologies in the classification.

· Need to reach better and more detailed definition of research and development jobs as a growing occupational group.

· Recommend using ISIC for identifying new occupational areas.


	SWEDEN
	· Problems of distinguishing managers and supervisors relate to ambiguous job titles (‘manager’ is used very widely for non-managerial occupations) and poor quality information.

· Assigning supervisors with those they supervise was not problematic for Sweden.

· Identification of middle managers is problematic.

· 10+ employee threshold as establish size criterion for corporate vs. general managers is seen as too low.

· Major problem with widespread, inappropriate use of ‘technician’ in job title.

	NORWAY
	· Problem of classifying managerial occupations across major group 1 compared with 2 and 3.

· Problem of classifying public sector managers in small establishments (with narrow range of responsibilities).

· Give consideration to defining supervisors according to level of employees supervised.
· Clarification and guidance needed for coding rules if a job has a mix of managerial, professional and supervisory tasks and duties.

	LITHUANIA
	· Large proportion of jobs in major group 2 cf. other major groups.

· Supervisors classified with those supervised.

	LATVIA
	· 76% enterprises with 1-9 employees, therefore many managers carrying out multiple tasks.

· 13% employees with supervisory duties (information now collected in LFS).

· Technicians may be assigned to major groups 3 or 8, with 3 used for those with supervisory duties.

· Clearer definition for managers in small enterprises needed.

· Improved definition of principal duties of supervisors needed.

	FINLAND
	· Some classification problems probably associated with the way educational qualification and skill level implemented.

· Problem distinguishing between sub major group 12 and major group 2 for jobs with title of ‘manager’ but tasks and duties largely professional.

· No requirement to create a separate area of the classification for supervisors.

	ESTONIA
	· Problem with classification of managers with range of tasks involving professional duties with managerial and supervisory duties.

· Linguistic problem – 24 synonyms in Estonian for ‘manager’, 16 for ‘supervisor’.

· Coding problems with teachers and nurses also associated with ambiguous language used for job titles.


	DENMARK
	· Because of operational problems, sub major groups 12 and 13 are merged.

· Owner-managers difficulty to classify.

· Difficult to distinguish supervisors from junior managers, former usually coded to major groups 1 or 3.

· Problem distinguishing technician vs. craft occupations (major groups 3 vs. 7).  Technological developments resulting in tendency to move from major group 7 to major group 3. 


It is apparent that, although a range of problem areas has been identified, and with various suggestions for modifications, changes and better definitions, there are a number of issues where there is a degree of consensus about the need for change.  These relate to managers, supervisors and public service administrative professionals.

The problem with managers

ISCO88 distinguishes managers at the broadest (major group) level of the classification, defining this group as:


‘… occupations whose main tasks consist of … planning, directing and co-ordinating the policies and activities of enterprises and organisations or departments.’ (ILO 1990: p5)

Within the major group an important subdivision is made between ‘Corporate managers’ and ‘General managers’.  The former submajor group is defined ‘to include persons who – as directors, chief executives or department managers – manage enterprises or organisations, or departments, requiring a total of three or more managers’ (op. cit. p13).  The latter group is intended to include persons who manage enterprises, or in some cases, organisations, on their own behalf, or on behalf of the proprietor, with some non-managerial help and the assistance of no more than one other manager who should also be classified in this sub-major group as, in most cases, the tasks will be broader than those of a specialised manager in a larger enterprise or organisations’ (op. cit. p13).

From the comments of the majority of country experts who participated in the regional meetings, it is clear that although this distinction reflects real and important differences in tasks and duties between different types of managerial jobs its practical implementation is difficult in statistical data collections as well as in many administrative registrations.  None of the statistical offices reported that they were able to operationalise the distinction between submajor groups 12 and 13 by reference to information on the number of other managers in the same enterprise, organisation or departments.  Recognising this as a potential problem, ISCO88 (COM) proposed that the distinction should be made by reference to the number of employees at the workplace as a proxy for the number of other managers in the same enterprise, organisation or department.  For those countries that had adopted this solution, we are not convinced that this has provided reasonably comparable information because of problems relating to the relationship between workplace size, organisation size and the structure of management across workplaces within organisations.  In those cases where countries had not implemented ISCO88 as their national classifications, but mapped from their national classification to ISCO88 (COM) for the purpose of providing occupational statistics to Eurostat, a combination of information on occupation codes and workplace size has been used in an attempt to generate the appropriate distinction between occupations in submajor groups 12 and 13.  This does little to improve the comparability of occupational statistics.
Recommendation 1:
From the detailed comments we have received from country experts and from the discussions held at the regional meetings, we have concluded that the attempt to proxy the critical distinction between managers in submajor group 12 and 13 – via the use of information on the number of employees at the workplace as a proxy or surrogate for the distinction sought by ISCO88’s reference to the number of other managers in the enterprise or organisation who provide assistance – has not been successful.

We propose that submajor group 13 should be redefined around the concept of the ‘working proprietor’, or ‘owner/manager’ of an enterprise.  These are essentially jobs held within private sector organisations and are located mainly in the services sector.  Useful distinctions may be made between owner/managers or working proprietors in construction, hotels and accommodation, catering, retail and/or wholesale trade, business services and cleaning/personal care respectively.  With this approach it will be important to pay particular attention to the task and duties of ‘franchisees’ and similar operators, and how these differ from those of managers of branch operations of other widespread public and private organizations  We recognise that this approach may lead to overlap with distinctions made according to the ‘status in employment’ variable, but it is our view that there is a significant difference in the type of work performed by a manager who holds a post in a formal hierarchical organisational structure and the owner/manager who manages all or most aspects of a small business enterprise and may well be involved in the day-to-day activities of that business. 
Careful consideration should be given to the terminology used to differentiate these two groups.  ISCO88 used the terms ‘Corporate Managers’ and ‘General Managers’.  This was confusing.  We recommend that sub major group 13 be renamed ‘Working Proprietors and Owner-Managers’.  Those managers working within formal organisational structures, but with limited authority in certain key areas, i.e. with respect to major investments and the hiring and firing of staff, would thus be assigned to sub major group 12, whether or not they work in small workplaces.
The treatment of foremen/women and supervisors

ISCO88 and ISCO88 (COM) do not recognise jobs, for which the majority of the constituent tasks consist of supervision of the work of others, as representing occupations separate from the occupations of those whose work is supervised.  This decision reflects the fact that, for many supervisory jobs, supervision is simply an additional task and that those with supervisory responsibilities are effectively performing the same type of work as those who are supervised.  This has created problems of comparability between countries because this ‘first among equals’ situation differs more, both between industries and between countries, than ISCO88 made allowances for.  As a consequence, differences have arisen in the treatment of supervisors and the decisions that have been made about the position of this ‘unclassified’ group in national implementations of ISCO88.

Recommendation 2:

There is a general consensus that ISCO88 should recognise jobs for which the majority of tasks consists in supervising the work of others.  The issue then is how to achieve this in a way which does not violate the mandate of the 17th Conference of Labour Statisticians, that the process to upgrade and modify ISCO88 should be an update only, rather than a full scale revision.

One possible solution, already adopted in some countries, is to identify supervisors via the addition of a fifth digit in the classification.  We do not support this approach, because it fails to recognise the specificity of supervisory occupations in certain sectors.  We recommend instead that consideration should be given to the introduction of several new unit groups (four digit categories) in those occupational areas where the occupation of foreman/woman or supervisor is well recognised as a specific set of tasks which constitute the majority of tasks within the job.  Examples where this might be appropriate would include:


419x
Office supervisors


512x
Housekeeping, catering supervisors


529x
Sales supervisors


712x
Construction supervisors


743x
Textile garment supervisors


812x
Metal-machining supervisors


839x
Transport supervisors


913x
Cleaning supervisors

Public service administrative professionals
ISCO88 (COM) differs from ISCO88 in a number of respects.  One of the most important distinctions was the introduction of a new minor group in ISCO88 (COM), 247 ‘Public Service Administrative Professionals’.  This minor group covers a range of occupations in public sector bodies associated with civil service and local government administration, for which a degree or equivalent educational qualification was a prerequisite and which were not covered elsewhere in ISCO88.
There was a general consensus among the country experts about the need to retain such a minor group, matched with concerns that the minor group so specified should not be identified exactly with a public/private sector distinction.
Recommendation 3:

We recommend that a new unit group be created within minor group 241 ‘Business professionals’ and that this should be titled ‘Administrative professionals.  The accompanying definitional notes should clarify that this group consists of those occupations which fall primarily (but not exclusively) within the public sector and for which a high level education is a requirement.

General Comments
This synthesis report has concentrated on the major areas of common concern for the NSIs participating in the regional meetings that are relevant both to the updating of ISCO88 and to the development of a European Socio-economic Classification.  These issues concern chiefly the structure and definition of the occupational classification.  In addition, however, NSIs expressed a widespread desire for better definition of occupational categories and clearer guidelines regarding the implementation of the International Standard Classification of Occupations.  It will also be seen from the detailed reports of these regional meetings (see footnote 2, above) that a wide range of other issues were raised and discussed.
Finally, it is apparent that further effort and additional resources are required to improve the comparability of occupational information, and it is hoped that Eurostat will be able to provide assistance for this purpose.
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� 	While no specific regulation or directive specified that this should be the case, regulations and directives governing the provision of statistical information to Eurostat by member states recommended ISCO88 (COM) at the level of one, two or three digits.  These covered the production of occupational statistics from Population and Housing Censuses, Structure of Earnings surveys, Labour Force Surveys and the European Community Household Panel (now replaced by the EU Survey of Income and Living Conditions).


� 	Available from the authors on request and downloadable from � HYPERLINK "http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/events/conferences/2006/PaperDownload.php" ��http://www.iser.essex.ac.uk/esec/events/conferences/2006/PaperDownload.php�





� 	The International Labour Office has conducted a world-wide survey of NSIs, requesting information about their use of ISCO88 and specific problem areas they had encountered.  Responses from the European NSIs were made available to the authors via Eurostat.  In advance of each meeting, relevant responses from this survey were circulated to all participants in the regional meetings.
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